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amount required will be left up to the
discretion of each State.

These reasonable measures are al-
ready required by most State commis-
sions, but establishing them as na-
tional standards will protect those box-
ers competing in less carefully regu-
lated jurisdictions.

The U.S. attorneys in each State will
enforce S. 187. The bill will empower
U.S. attorneys to seek a temporary or
permanent injunction against individ-
uals violating this act. This will bol-
ster State commissioners to resist the
intimidation that results in dangerous
and fraudulent professional boxing
events.

Let me clearly emphasize what this
legislation does not do. Unlike other
boxing reform proposals that have been
introduced in the Congress over the
last decade, S. 187 requires no new Fed-
eral or State tax dollars; establishes no
Federal boxing bureaucracy; and im-
poses no burdensome regulations upon
State officials.

I am very pleased that S. 187 has re-
ceived virtually unanimous support
from every sector of the boxing indus-
try. It has been enthusiastically en-
dorsed by the Association of Boxing
Commissions [ABC], which represents
35 State boxing commissions across the
United States. Over 20 chief State box-
ing officers have written to me in sup-
port of this bill, ranging from promi-
nent boxing States such as Nevada,
Florida, and New Jersey, to smaller
commissions such as Kentucky, Ohio,
and my home State of Arizona.

Most important to me, however, is
the enthusiastic support I have re-
ceived from professional boxers them-
selves. They bear all the risk of this
violent profession, and they are the
people I want to protect with this leg-
islation. Legendary champions Mu-
hammad Ali, George Foreman, and
Sugar Ray Leonard each wrote to me
in support of S. 187, and I am deeply
grateful to them.

I also want to note the special par-
ticipation of two extremely impressive
boxing industry professionals in this
effort. Mr. Eddie Futch, perhaps the
greatest trainer of this era, and accom-
plished junior featherweight Jerome
Coffee both took the time to testify on
boxing safety before the Commerce
Committee. They graced the commit-
tee with their experienced views, and I
again extend my sincere gratitude to
the both of them for their contribu-
tions.∑

f

SNOWBASIN LAND EXCHANGE ACT

∑ Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, yester-
day Senators HATCH, BENNETT, CRAIG,
and I introduced S. 1371, the Snowbasin
Land Exchange Act. This bill would fa-
cilitate a land transfer in Utah.

The consolidation of ownership of
lands in the West has been a goal of
many Members of the Senate, includ-
ing me. I have supported many land ex-
changes for Montana, and I am pleased
to be a cosponsor of S. 1371. This bill

deals with lands in Utah and would
allow the Snowbasin ski area, which
will be one of the sites for ski events of
the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. The
bill would transfer about 1,320 acres
from the Forest Service to the ski area
and Forest Service would receive lands
of equal value which they desire.

About 10 years ago, discussions began
between the owners of this land and
the Forest Service. Since 1985, there
have been studies, hearings, and assess-
ments on the exchange. These include
an environmental impact statement,
environmental assessment, cultural
and historical assessment, fish and
wildlife studies, soil and water reviews,
and geological studies. Despite a deci-
sion made by the Forest Service to ex-
change 700 acres of land at Snowbasin
in 1990, the exchange remains
uncompleted today.

Congress needs to act quickly on S.
1371 so the exchange can be completed
in the near future. For the 2002 Olym-
pic Games, planning has already begun.
This exchange is important so the
work at Snowbasin can be completed
for Olympic ski events scheduled there.

The 2002 Olympic Games are impor-
tant to the people of Montana for many
reasons. For one, the Olympics will
draw people to the Inter-Mountain
West, including Montana. This means
more travel and tourism dollars to
Montana and greater exposure of the
attributes Montana possesses.

Mr. President, the Public Lands Sub-
committee will hold a hearing on S.
1371 next week, and I look forward to
this bill moving forward quickly.∑
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ENERGY AND WATER
APPROPRIATIONS ACT

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, yes-
terday evening, the Senate passed the
conference report on H.R. 1905, the Fis-
cal Year 1996 Energy and Water Devel-
opment Appropriations Act. I would
like to comment on one aspect of this
bill that has tremendous meaning to
people in my State of Washington.

During the debate, the senior Sen-
ator from Washington made a state-
ment regarding a recent agreement be-
tween the various Members of the Sen-
ate from the Pacific Northwest and the
Clinton administration regarding the
recovery of salmon runs in the Colum-
bia and Snake Rivers. He correctly
pointed out the two things it rep-
resents: First, an acknowledgment by
the administration of the need to sta-
bilize recovery costs; and, second, an
interim solution that provides some
breathing space for the region to de-
velop ideas for longer-term solutions.

My colleague also went the extra
step of pointing out all the problems
with the status quo, problems on which
there is almost no disagreement. He
spoke of the escalating costs of recov-
ery measures. He spoke of the increas-
ing financial pressures on Bonneville
Power Administration. He spoke of
conflicting Federal laws. He spoke of
the inability of the Federal Govern-

ment to develop solutions that work
for a very unique region of the country.
These are things on which we can both
agree. These are problems on which I
want to work with him to solve.

He also spoke of his goals in this de-
bate. And again, his goals are substan-
tially similar to mine. He spoke of the
need to rebuild the once vibrant salm-
on runs which so much define the peo-
ple of the Northwest and their culture.
He wants to accomplish that soon, and
so do I. He wants the Pacific North-
west—and the United States—to con-
tinue to benefit from the magnificent
Federal Columbia River Power System,
and I think he’s right on target.

During his remarks, however, he
drew an interesting parallel between
this issue and the spotted owl con-
troversy that has vexed our region for
so many years. He said, in effect, that
while owls are important, they should
not be more important than people. I
do not think any right-thinking person
ever argued that owls should be more
important than people; I know I have
not. But most people know the real
issue has been the gradual degradation
of the public forests for which the owl
became a symbol. The public has
soundly rejected overcutting and
overexploitation of the national for-
ests, in favor of ecosystem manage-
ment approach currently embodied by
the Northwest forest plans.

The senior Senator suggests that—
like his approach to the spotted owl—
we should restore fish, but not at the
expense of anyone else. I think that he
fundamentally misjudges the dif-
ferences between the salmon issue and
the spotted owl issue. This is not as
simple as jobs versus owls. Unlike the
owl, salmon are firmly identified with
people. They are part of people’s basic
vision of the Northwest, and they are
part of the economic foundation on
which our great State has been built.
Salmon mean jobs. They put a roof
over the heads of fishers and their fam-
ilies. They are at the spiritual center
of native American cultures. They are
at the core of many family relation-
ships; how many parents have taken
their child out for his or her very first
fishing trip?

And the decline of salmon has sent a
horrendous ripple effect through our
economy, through our State, our poli-
tics, and even our international rela-
tions. The decline of salmon has driven
fishers from Washington and Oregon up
to Alaska. It has driven parents out of
homes. It has created tension between
politicians from neighboring States.
Lawsuits have been filed. Indian peo-
ples have threatened to enforce their
treaty rights. Canada has taken a puni-
tive line against our fishing boats, and
our treaty with them has fallen into
serious dispute. Why? Because the Fed-
eral Government has not taken care of
our salmon runs. It is as simple as
that, and it’s a problem we can fix.

My colleague from Washington cor-
rectly points out that the administra-
tive agreement reached last week to
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establish a budget for salmon recovery
is just that—a promise by the adminis-
tration to bring costs under control. He
also expressed concern that nothing
has been committed to paper describ-
ing this agreement. That is why I in-
sert language into the conference re-
port on H.R. 1905—with his support—
that directs the agencies involved to
enter into a memorandum of agree-
ment detailing the manner in which
the annual salmon budget will be im-
plemented.

Make no mistake: a huge amount of
money will be devoted to salmon recov-
ery, and the public deserves detailed
accounting of how it is spent. We will
have accountability, or we will pull the
plug. I expect the National Marine
Fisheries Service, the Bonneville
Power Administration, and the four
Northwest States—either through their
Governors, or the Northwest Power
Planning Council—to reach agreement
on the best approach to recovery, and
to provide a full written accounting of
their efforts.

How will we recover these salmon
runs, when we have had so little suc-
cess to date? The answer is by follow-
ing good science. The senior Senator
and I also agree on this, though he
made one comment that disturbs me.
He said we should not spend all this
money solely to recover one, two, or
three weak runs of fish. Well, I agree,
and I do not think anyone is suggesting
we should just focus on three runs.
There are over 80 salmon and steelhead
runs in this basin, and we should focus
on managing the whole population to
maximum advantage. Like the na-
tional forests that are home to the
spotted owl, the health of the river sys-
tem is in trouble. Nearly every single
salmon and steelhead run is trending
downward in population.

If we examine the science as it is cur-
rently understood, we will find that
what is good for 1 weak run is also
good for 79 others. Furthermore, the
Northwest Power Planning Council has
developed its own plan, and it’s almost
identical to that of the Federal Gov-
ernment. The only difference is that it
targets the whole basin. That is right;
the regional, homespun salmon plan
aims to rebuild all salmon runs in the
basin, and yet it calls for recovery
measures almost identical to those re-
quired by the ESA: better passage
around dams, faster travel time to the
ocean, habitat conservation, and de-
creased predation. So it is reasonable
to conclude that scientific theories are
headed in the same direction for all
salmon in the basin, be they listed
under the Endangered Species Act, or
not.

My colleague also pointed out that
the region’s current problems are the
fault of Federal laws and overzealous
bureaucrats. While that is surely true
in part, it is not the whole story. The
Endangered Species Act gives NMFS
the responsibility to act to save salm-
on. It has kicked in as a measure of
last resort, because other actions have

failed. There are other laws that also
apply. The Northwest Power Act—writ-
ten by our Senators Warren Magnuson,
Scoop Jackson, and MARK HATFIELD
specifically for the region—requires
BPA to manage the river system to en-
sure the propagation of salmon. That
law set up the Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council to oversee BPA.

It was a regional solution; but it
maybe outdated, because it’s no longer
working.

But that’s not all. The Federal Power
Act requires non-Federal dams to take
serious measures to protect salmon be-
fore they can get an operating license.
There are treaties with native Ameri-
cans—upheld by the Supreme Court of
the United States as the highest law of
the land—that require the Government
to ensure healthy salmon runs exist.
And finally, we have a treaty with Can-
ada that requires each country to re-
placed the amount of fish it takes from
the other’s waters.

What solutions have been proposed
by my senior colleague? He consist-
ently has proposed shortcutting the
law and tilting the balance of decision-
making by limiting public involve-
ment. His approach has been to find
the quick fix: suspend the laws as they
apply to our region, and impose an out-
come from the Federal level. Well,
more often than not, that approach
shortchanges the science and leads to
massive lawsuits. He has also proposed
sweeping revision to the ESA, some of
which might be needed. But the fact re-
mains, we could repeal the ESA tomor-
row, and it would not do a thing to help
restore salmon to the Columbia Basin.

It is not as simple as turning the
whole mess over to the States. That
might get the Feds out of the picture,
but it does not begin to solve the prob-
lem. In the end, we need to stop ad-
dressing all Columbia River issues in
isolation. Salmon costs are not BPA’s
only problem; some might argue it is
the least of its problems. BPA’s biggest
problem is how to continue delivering
benefits to the people, given competi-
tive changes to energy markets. It has
inefficient management, a huge debt
load, numerous public policy mandates,
very little accountability, and vir-
tually no regulatory oversight.

Politicians should commit to work-
ing for a series of shared values, and
then start looking for ways to achieve
them for the people. I think those val-
ues remain very clear: we should have
clean, affordable hydropower; we
should have bountiful fish and wildlife;
and we should pay off the debts in-
curred to construct the system.

For fish, we need to find a way to
make the requirements of all these
laws and treaties consistent. And then
we need one plan to meet these require-
ments. One set of standards, and one
plan to meet them. We must utilize a
scientifically sound, adaptive manage-
ment approach. We must test, monitor,
and adapt as we learn more about
salmon science. The fact is, salmon
science is inexact. There are many dif-

ferent theories on what is best for
them; only by experimenting will we
find the solutions that work best. Our
challenge is to conduct these tests in
the most sensible, cost effective way.

For the hydro system, we need to
carefully reevaluate the role of BPA—
and all its assets—as we enter the 21st
century, and try to identify the role
that makes the most sense for consum-
ers in the new marketplace. The four
Northwest Governors and the Depart-
ment of Energy are currently planning
a regional forum to review these issues.
I hope this forum can be used to review
proposals for change coming from the
bottom up. I have been talking with
many constituents over the past year,
and I know much work has been done
on the ground to scope out changes to
the law that make sense for the region.
I want to see that work carry over into
the public arena. In my view, the Gov-
ernors are best positioned to bring peo-
ple together, review ideas, and forward
useful guidance to the congressional
delegation here in Washington, DC.

Mr. President, I have listened very
closely to the people of the Northwest.
They want salmon runs. They want
clean hydropower in favor of nuclear
power, or coal, or even gas. But above
all else, they want to avoid the con-
troversies of the past like the spotted
owl: they want a solution. I am pas-
sionately committed to finding a solu-
tion that works for the Northwest.
People do not want to see their politi-
cians bicker. They do not want to see
winners and losers in public debate.
They want to see their politicians work
together, and they want problems
solved.

The agreement reached with the
Clinton administration last week was a
solid beginning. It was not landmark,
and it certainly was not a long-term
solution. But it buys time for the re-
gion to think this through very care-
fully, and it does not harm any aspect
of the river system, or the fish. We now
have an opportunity. We can move for-
ward, and find solutions, or we can
draw lines in the sand and let things
devolve into politics. I know the people
of the Pacific Northwest want the
former.

f

NATIONAL SECURITY PROVISIONS
OF THE GATT TREATY AS AP-
PLIED TO ECONOMIC EMBAR-
GOES

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer a brief explanation of ar-
ticle 21 of the GATT, otherwise known
as the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade, especially as it relates to
the imposition of secondary economic
sanctions against Iran. This is particu-
larly pertinent because of my bill, S.
1228, the Iran Foreign Oil Sanctions
Act.

Briefly, the provisions of article 21,
are so broadly written, that legislation
such as S. 1228 is possible, and in fact,
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